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SUMMARY

I examined activity and use patterns of brown bears (Ursus arctos) and humans in the lower
Lake Eva drainage in Southeast Alaska during spring and summer 2002. The purpose was to
investigate how the Lake Eva Trail should be managed to provide satisfactory wildlife
viewing and other natural experiences for humans, while minimally disrupting brown bear
use. Observations of human and bear use, activity types, and interactions, a visitor satisfaction
survey and informal interviews were performed.

Eva Creek watershed is located on northeastern Baranof Island in Southeast Alaska. A 1.6 km
trail adjacent to Eva Creek is used by guided hikers from small and mid-size cruise ships
during the summer. Subsistence and sport anglers use the area most of the year, and visitors to
a fly-in public use cabin on the lake also access the trail. Although commercial guiding is
permitted by the USDA Forest Service, the number of non-guided visitors using Lake Eva
Trail was generally not known. Numbers of guided visitors to the area are increasing, similar
to a growing trend of ecotourism travel in Southeast Alaska.

Summary Results

Human Use

e An estimated 1,964 people visited the Lake Eva trail in 2002.

e Most guided human activity was along the trail. Fishing, boating, and air transport
combined with varying noise levels introduced inconsistent and unpredictable human
presence.

e Most people were not visiting to view bears specifically. On 97 returned visitor survey
registration cards, 83% of visitors reported hiking, and less than half reported fishing
(34%) or wildlife viewing (34%) as an planned activity for the visit.

Bear Use

e Bear observations occurred as very small percentage of total observation effort.
During 468 hrs of observation, bears were observed for only 19 hrs (4%).

e [ observed primarily subadult bears: 7 individual subadults, 3 sow & cub pairs, and 2
bears of unidentified age.

e Bears primarily scavenged for fish carcasses instead of catching live fish as expected.

Effect of Human Use on Bear Use

e Bear and human use tended not to occur simultaneously, even in sites judged to be
attractive to bears.

e Bears were observed more often when visitors were absent. During summer
observations, bears were observed for a total of 695 minutes, and 93% of those
observations occurred in the absence of visitors.

¢ During the summer, bears were observed more frequently in the morning, and were
present most often between 7 and 8 a.m. Bear observations declined at 10 a.m.
Conversely, visitors reported being present at Lake Eva trail most frequently from 11
a.m. to noon. Little visitor activity was reported prior to 9 a.m.



M anagement Recommendations

Lake Eva / Eva Creek estuary meets the Unit 4 Brown Bear Management Team’s
definition of a ‘Tier I Human—Bear High Use Zone’, and the guidelines and
stipulations the team recommended for such zones should be part of agency
management in the area.

Eva Creek is not a good place for bear viewing if the goal is to have a high frequency
of bear sightings because 1) the habitat mosaic does not appear to support high
densities of bears; 2) inconsistent human behavior in the study area does not lend itself
to habituation; and 3) visibility in the area is poor and does not lend itself to distance
viewing of non-habituated animals.

Limited visitor use, to either a few days per week, or to midday hours will give bears
more foraging opportunities at Eva Creek.

Design modifications to the existing trail could reduce conflicts between visitors and
improve bear accessibility to potentially important habitats, but are unlikely to change
use patterns of sport fishers.

Anglers should be encouraged to use best management practices for sport and
subsistence use in the presence of bears.

Adaptive management should be implemented to address changes in bear and human
use patterns over time as documented in a long-term monitoring program.

All commercial tour operators should be scheduled to use the study area, both at
different times of the season and at different times of day. Permit-holders should
receive education about best management practices in the study area.

Enforcement of commercial permit use should be increased.

Cooperation from user-groups should be sought in future management planning.
Interagency cooperation should remain a high priority.

Lake Eva trail may be a good place for an “enclave” with intensive large group
visitation at an anadromous stream compared to alternative sites nearby. If the study
area is designated as an enclave, commercial use for northeastern Baranof Island
should be concentrated there, and adjacent proposed enclaves should not be designated
for commercial outfitter / guide use. Further research is necessary for an adequate
comparison.

The Lake Eva trail would be an ideal site for a long-term recreational study regarding
changes in human use patterns and conflicts between visitors in high-use areas.

M anagement Options

1. No Change

2. Designate the Area as a ‘15% Area’ for 15% of Possible Guided / Commercial Use Days
3. Designate the Area as an ‘enclave’ for 100% of Possible Guided / Commercial Use Days
4. Create an Exclusive Bear Viewing Area

5. Create a 'Human / Brown Bear Special Use Zone'

6. Permit Non-guided Use Only - Divert Guided Use Away from Eva Creek
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PREFACE

Increased interest in the Lake Eva Trail has prompted tourism and recreation planning for the
Eva Creek watershed. In 2000, the Unit 4 Brown Bear Management Team identified Lake
Eva as a “Human—Bear High Use Zone.” The report suggested that Lake Eva receives enough
human use to generate actual or potential problems with bears, including increased bear—
human interactions and habituation of the bears (Alaska Board of Game 2000). In its preferred
alternative of the 2002 Shoreline Outfitter / Guide Draft EIS, the USDA Forest Service listed
the Lake Eva Trail as one of 33 proposed enclaves across the Tongass National Forest where
groups of 21-75 people could occur regularly (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2002a).

The Alaska Board of Game’s call for attention and the Forest Service’s focus on increased
tourism facilitated a collaborative study at Eva Creek.

All readers should note that the study performed at Eva Creek was a singular site assessment,
and conclusions drawn from research may not be applicable to sites elsewhere.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to investigate how the Eva Creek area on Baranof Island should
be managed to provide satisfactory wildlife viewing and other natural experiences for
humans, while minimally disrupting brown bear (Ursus arctos) use. The intent was to provide
a solid baseline dataset to inform resource managers deciding on an upcoming trail
reconstruction plan and the future of recreation and tourism use in the area. To this end, I
observed activities and use patterns of brown bears and humans in the study area during
spring and summer 2002.

Objectives
Based on input from cooperating partners, the following research objectives provided the
foundation for designing methods:
e Determine public use, both guided and nonguided.
e Determine bear use.
e Determine what study area features are associated with bears.
e Determine how current human use of the study area affects features associated with
bears.
e Describe how existing infrastructure (trails and viewing locations) affects people/bear
interactions.
e Evaluate visitor satisfaction.

e Produce management recommendations for the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) and the USDA Forest Service (USFS).

Backaground

Ecotourism Trends

Wildlife and nature viewing are two of the most widely used forms of commercial recreation
in Southeast Alaska, and undeveloped natural areas rank highest for preferred settings to bring
clients (Alaska Office of Tourism 2001). The International Ecotourism Society defines
ecotourism as "responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment and sustains
the well-being of local people” (International Ecotourism Society 2002a). Ecotourism has
been heralded for its conservation potential, because it provides economic incentives for
keeping natural areas intact. However, it is possible that increased ecotourism may negatively
impact the natural attractions it was designed to protect, by displacing wildlife and degrading
habitat (Smith 2001). Additionally, increases in recreational use on wild lands broaden
impacts to wildlife because increased recreation is often dispersed across a vast area to limit
crowding (Cole and Knight 1991). In Alaska, very little documentation exists on the
terrestrial impacts of this industry.

Bear — Human Interactions

The impacts of the increasing volume of backcountry excursions in Southeast Alaska on the
habitat use and behavior of brown bears are unknown. Although some statistically significant
findings exist, the biological effects of wildlife viewing on bear fitness and population growth
are conflicting (Smith 2001). Gilbert (1989) reviewed bear response to humans, and



concluded: “Bear-people interactions are significant because their increase has been
recognized as posing a greater threat to bears than habitat modification.”

Bear — human interactions have been extensively studied at managed bear viewing areas
where many of the bears are habituated. Habituation is “a reduction in the frequency of a
response when no consequence is perceived by the animal” (Gilbert 1989, Jope 1985). The
“relatively permanent waning of response readiness as a result of repeated stimulation”
indicates that consistent, inconsequential exposure to humans is the catalyst for habituation
(Braaten and Gilbert 1987). Different degrees of tolerance to people are possible. Aumiller
and Matt (1994) described 3 levels of habituation: wary, neutrally habituated, and food
conditioned. Additionally, 2 sublevels of neutrally habituated were detailed: partially
neutrally habituated, when wariness by bears increased with unfamiliar human activity; and
highly neutrally habituated, when bears tolerated humans at close distances (Aumiller and
Matt 1994).

Researchers have found that even bears that tolerate humans are affected by visitor activities.
Warner (1987) found that presence of humans within 100 m had a significant effect on the
behavior of brown bears at Pack Creek. Also at Pack Creek, the Fagens (1992) observed that
brown bears tended to travel more, fish less and eat plant parts less in the presence of humans.
They also observed that most brown bears preferred not to interact with humans and changed
travel paths to avoid them (Fagen and Fagen 1992). Chi and Gilbert (1999) investigated the
impacts of wildlife viewing on black bear foraging behavior at Anan Creek during more than
600 observation hrs in the summers of 1994 and 1995. Of 24 bears observed, 17 spent nearly
all of their time fishing at a secluded upper falls area. Only 2 bears fished exclusively at the
lower falls, where people were present at an observation platform. The habituated bears’
length of fishing bouts declined as the human group sized exceeded 15. With increase human
presence, bears made more short visits, expending energy in transit (Chi and Gilbert 1999).

Bears that are not tolerant of human activity may be subject to more dramatic impacts from
visitor presence. Persistent, long-term human presence in an area can jeopardize a bear’s well-
being or even survival if it abandons important feeding or resting habitats (Alaska Department
of Fish and Game 1998b). Anglers physically displace bears from creeks by fishing from
stream riffles where bears forage during summer months (Smith 2002). In a multi-site study
in British Columbia, MacHutchon et al. (1998) found that bears altered temporal and spatial
activity patterns in response to human activity.

Displacement during summer months can have negative effects on bear well-being and impact
the productivity and fitness of the entire population over time. Long-term studies have shed
light on this relationship. In a study of the impacts of mountain climbing activity on grizzly
bear foraging, White et al. (1999) found that bears displaced from foraging areas by human
activity consumed fewer calories than non-disturbed bears. Consumption of fewer calories
can reduce reproductive success, because lower body mass and fat content are costly during
important hibernation and lactation periods (Hilderbrand et al. 2000). As a result, Hilderbrand
et al. (2000) noted that population productivity may decline.



Many brown bear habitats are experiencing increasing use by humans for recreation and
tourism (Wilker and Barnes 1998, MacHutchon 1998, MacHutchon and Wellwood 2000).
Area-specific research is necessary to determine what impact such use is having on bears at
the individual and population levels, especially in backcountry and coastal areas with
currently low, but increasing human use (Olson et al. 1990). Eva Creek was chosen for a
focused site assessment because of its increasing and minimally managed tourism activity.

Site History

Like many areas in Southeast Alaska with suitable anchorages and anadromous streams,
traditional use by Tlingit people is thought to have occurred throughout the Eva Creek
watershed. This stream was of particular subsistence importance due — at least in part — to its
substantial sockeye salmon run (Swanson and Davis 1983).

“Hanus Bay was one of the most important resource areas in
Peril Strait. Prior to Russian contact, the main Teqwedi village
in Peril Strait was located at or near the present site of Todd
Cannery. It is thought that these people established a camp
called ‘Katsk’ at the outlet of Lake Eva. The stream from Lake
Eva was a good source of sockeye where traps were placed to
harvest the salmon... According to informants, the land near the
Lake Eva outflow was patented during the 1870s and was the
scene of a potlatch approximately 50 years ago.”

(Swanson and Davis 1983)

Subsistence use has been replaced by other activities in recent decades. Since 1986, fewer
than 12 subsistence permits per year were issued for sockeye harvest at Eva Creek (N. Ratner,
pers. comm. 2003). In 1924 the Civilian Conservation Corp built the Lake Eva Trail for use
by the Bureau of Fisheries. The trail has been commonly used for guided and personal use
fishing as well as brown bear and deer hunting (Sitka Trail Works, Inc. 2001). Several studies
have been performed in the Lake Eva watershed since the 1960s. ADF&G operated a fish
weir at the falls on Eva Creek from 1962—-1964, and again in 1995. In 1970, Dr. Theodore
Walker lived in a small cabin on Eva Creek from April to October. And in most years since
1965, ADF&G employees count salmon by walking along the stream (Alaska Department of
Fish and Game 2002).

Current Use

More than 1,000 people currently visit Eva Creek each year. Although commercially guided
use is permitted by the USDA Forest Service, and the numbers can be tracked, the number of
non-guided visitors using Lake Eva Trail is generally not known (A. LaPalme pers. comm.
2001). Growth in guided visitation has occurred in the past decade. According to USFS
permit records, the number of guided visitors using the Lake Eva Trail increased from 761 to
963 between 1997 and 2001, coinciding with a growing trend of ecotourism travel in
Southeast Alaska (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2002b).



STUDY AREA

Eva Creek watershed is located on northeastern Baranof Island in Southeast Alaska (Fig. 1).

. 8

Figure 1. L ocation map of study area



The watershed includes approximately 6.4 km of drainage flowing into Lake Eva, which is
2.4 km long (Fig. 2). An outlet stream identified in this report at Eva Creek flows one mile to
Peril Strait southwest of Catherine Island (Fig. 2).

A 1.6 km trail begins at the beach just east of the outlet and follows Eva Creek from its

intertidal lagoon, past falls to the lake. The falls are composed of a shallow riffle where bears
may fish. See Appendix 5 for more information about study area features.

HANUS BAY
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The study area encompassed all land visible from 2 study sites. The spring study site used

from 6-25 June included numerous vantage points on the ground where the creek mouth and /
or the lagoon were visible (Fig. 3).
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The summer study site used from 26 June — 9 September was a platform located
approximately 500 meters inland, above a shallow stream riffle where bears and people fished

(Fig. 4).

Legend

Human Irail

Four major habitat types are recognized in the study area: forest, salt marsh, freshwater marsh,
and bog / fen complex. Forests are typically dominated by western hemlock (Tsuga
heterophylla) and Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis). Mountain hemlock (Tsuga mertensiana)
and Alaska yellow cedar (Chamaecyparis nootkatensis) are also present on upland slopes and
at higher elevations. Poor drainage through the fine sands and silts in the protected salt marsh
favors sedge-dominated plant communities. The freshwater marsh, or wet meadow, is
dominated by herbaceous plant species such as Silverweed (Potentilla anserina), Western
buttercup (Ranunculus occidentalis) and yarrow (Achillea millefolium). Bogs and fens,
commonly called muskegs, are areas of poor drainage dominated by plants such as shore pine
(Pinus contorta), Labrador tea (Ledum groenlandicum), bog rosemary (Andromeda polifolia),
and bog laurel (Kalmia polifolia). The maritime climate is cool, with moist weather
predominating (O’Clair et al. 1997). Angoon, the nearest town, is located on the west side of
Admiralty Island and has an annual precipitation of 99cm (Smith et al. 2001).



From 1932-1936, Frank Dufresne of the Alaska Game Commission and Jay Williams of the
U.S. Forest Service surveyed and counted bear numbers on Admiralty, Chichagof and
Baranof islands. They estimated minimum bear numbers for each stream in the study area by
enumerating uniquely sized or configured bear track sets (Williams 1952). Of the 79 salmon
streams surveyed on Baranof Island, Dufresne and Williams determined that only 4 other
streams had more bears than Eva Creek. In 1934, Dufresne and Williams estimated there were
13 bears utilizing the greater Eva Creek watershed (L. Beier, pers. comm. 2003).

Dolly Varden trout (Salvelinus malma) are found in Eva Creek from May to September, and
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii) are present from
May to June. Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) migrate to Lake Eva from late June to
early July. From early July to late August, chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) are found in the
creek. Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) are present from late July to early September,
and coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) migrate to the tributary during mid-to-late
September.

METHODS

Data Collection Procedur es

My continuous scanning methods were adapted from Altmann’s (1974) focal and simple
scanning methods, commonly used in observational studies. Continuous scanning for bears
and visitors was conducted in one 5 hr block per day. Continuous scanning was performed
daily, and sampling period varied according to seasonal study sites. Opportunistic time
sample blocks were used in spring, and systematic time sample blocks were used in summer.
During spring (6-25 June), I spent 5 hrs moving through the study area each day, and began
sampling wherever and whenever a bear was observed. In summer, I remained stationary in
the tree stand during scheduled 5-hr time sample blocks.

In summer (26 June-9 September), systematic time sample blocks occurred from 0600—-1100,
1100-1600 and 1600-2100. Each block was repeated every 3 days. It was necessary to
observe bear activity in Eva Creek both before and during human presence. Humans were
anticipated to occupy the study area between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. Bears were predicted to use
Eva Creek primarily at dawn, dusk, and after dark. Many similar studies used stratified
random sampling to select observation time blocks. However, systematic time sample periods
on alternate days were chosen for this study to assure that variables of tide and daylight were
systematically addressed. During August and September, some late night sessions ended early
because the forest became dark before 9 p.m.

Because the purpose of this study was to monitor both human and bear activities, focused
observations were performed during both spring and summer observation periods whenever
either species entered researchers’ field of view. This is contrary to Altmann’s approach,
which did not document human activity constantly. Researchers continuously scanned for
bears and humans within the study area during the 5-hr time block. When a bear or human



entered the observation area, the observer watched the bear or human. For each observation,
the following data were collected:

Time (on 2400 clock)

Wind direction (upstream or downstream)

Wind speed (in knots)

Tide level (high, ebbing, low, flooding)

Unique ID (such as first bear of the day, second human group of the day)

Type (guided or non-guided people, or sex and age of bear)

Group size

Activity (fishing or hiking for people, and feeding, locomotion or resting for bears)
Condition (noise level for people, and stress level for bears)

Notes (additional information about observations, such as physical characteristics for
bears, or visitor group origin)

e Location of individuals or subgroups (using electronic mapping)

Any time the bear or person changed activity or condition, the time and new activity and/or
condition was recorded. Each animal observed was plotted on the site map and subsequently
entered into a GIS. The animal’s activity was recorded until it left the study area. Observation
codes are provided in Appendix 2.

A site map outlining geographic features and major trails was drawn from various maps and
surveys before the summer observation platform was installed. Exact distances of key
geographic features from the observation platform were recorded for reference with a laser
range finder. Individuals were plotted on the study area map during scans.

Attempts were made to identify individual bears throughout the season, based on scars,
distinctive molting patterns, and unique morphological features. Still photos and video
footage assisted with identification of individual bears, both in the field and at the end of the
season when researchers were more familiar with identification techniques.

Variability in salmon abundance during the season could potentially confound results because
bear use might correlate with salmon numbers independent of other factors, such as number of
humans in the study area. Therefore, trends in abundance for each salmon species were
quantified during the course of the season. Salmon counts were performed hourly during tree
platform observations. The number of each species of fish to pass the focus area was counted
simultaneously by 2 observers, and a mean number was recorded for each hour.

All visitors were invited to sign up to participate in a voluntary online survey. Ninety-seven
people filled out and returned cards to trailhead registration boxes, representing a small
proportion (< 5%) of the total estimated number of visitors during summer 2002. From those
cards, 69 valid email addresses were used to contact participants. Information about the visitor
survey is located in Appendix 1.



Resear ch Approach

This study was unique as it observed continuous activity from June to September. Many
projects that study bears focus on the peak of the most abundant local salmon run (Olsen et al.
1990, Braaten and Gilbert 1987, Egbert 1978, Wilker and Barnes 1998), but this study’s camp
was set up in late May, observations began in the first week of June, and research continued
until 9 September. By making observations in the spring, researchers saw how different parts
of the system were used while bears were grazing. Tourism and recreation activities take
place from late May to late August. This research aimed to examine the impacts of that use
for the entire season, not just when spawning salmon were present in the study area.

Data Analysis

Statistical Analysis

SPSS for Windows (version 11.0.1) statistical software was used to perform statistical
analyses, and some graphs were generated with Microsoft Excel 2000 (version 9.0). Data
were analyzed primarily with descriptive statistics to address the following research
objectives:

1. Determine human use.

A. Use Levels: Sum of total number of visitors to the area in spring and summer.
Compared with the number of actual visitors reported by a reputable tour operator, the
proportion of observed visitors was calculated and the total number of visitors for the
spring and summer visitor season was estimated.

B. Activities: Total number of visitors performing certain activities (fishing, hiking),
categorized by guided and non-guided use, for both individuals and groups counted in
spring and summer.

C. Seasonal Trends: Frequency distribution of activities (fishing, hiking), categorized by
guided and non-guided use, for both individuals and groups counted in spring and
summer.

D. Diurnal Patterns: Survey data were grouped by hour of visitation. For example, if a
respondent reported a group of 6 people who arrived in the area at noon and stayed 3
hrs, 6 people were recorded for the 1200, 1300, and 1400 blocks.

E. Duration of Stay: Mean of total hrs reported stay on visitor survey.

2. Determine bear use.

A. Total number of Bears per Day: Frequency distribution of total number of bears per
day in summer. A sow with one cub was counted as 2 bears

B. Individual Bears Using the Site: Sum of observed individual bears using the site
during all observations in spring and summer. Sum of observed individual bears using
the site in summer. Sum of observed individual bears using the site during the pink
salmon run, from 29 July— 9 September.

C. Sex and Age of Brown Bears Using the Site: Aggregation of observed individual
bears into sex and age classes (Appendix 2) in summer.
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D.

Diurnal Distribution: Frequency distribution of total number of bears per 1-hr time
block (0600— 2200) in summer. If a bear was observed from 8:45 a.m. to 9:20 a.m., it
was tallied in both the 800 and the 900 time block.

Seasonal Distribution: Frequency distribution of total length of time bears were
observed daily in summer.

Duration of Bear Activities: Frequency distribution and sum of total minutes that
bears were observed engaging in primary and secondary activities during the pink
salmon run. Primary and secondary bear activities were combined for this analysis.
For example, a grazing bear might have also been traveling.

3. Determine how current human use affects brown bear use.

A.

General: Pearson correlation between observed total number of bears and total people
per day in summer. Levene’s independent sample t-test of total number of minutes
bears were observed in the presence versus absence of visitors, in summer. Frequency
distribution of reported visitor group size and length of stay for each hour block from
3 June — 8 September. Frequency distribution of observed bear activity for each hour
block in summer.

Number of Observed Brown Bear—Human Interactions: Sum of bear—human
interactions in summer. Interactions were defined as an event in which bears and
visitors were observed simultaneously from the tree stand, or bears moved within 25m
of the tree stand. Analysis of behavioral response to human activities was not
possible. Sum of interactions in relation to human activities, group size, and noise
levels, in summer.

Undesirable Events Between Brown Bears and Humans: Sum of observed negative
bear—human interactions. Undesirable events were defined as “a more serious action
where a bear charges people, people take extreme evasive action in response to a bear,
people use a deterrent on a bear, property is damaged, or a bear makes physical
contact with a person.” (MacHutchon and Wellwood 2002).

Additional analyses were included in Appendix 3 to describe variables used to interpret data
collected in the observational study. The research objective to determine what features of the
site were associated with bears was partially met with the following analyses:

4. Brown Bear Use of the Study Site in Relation to Salmon Runs.

A.

B.

Timing of Salmon Species Runs: Frequency distribution of total number of minutes
bears observed per month in summer.

Timing of Salmon Species Runs: Frequency distribution of salmon species observed
per day in summer.

Strength of Salmon Runs: Frequency distribution of mean and sum of total salmon of
each species counted per day at high tide in summer.

Timing of Bear Observations in Relation to Salmon Runs: Pearson correlation of total
number of bears observed per day with mean number of salmon species per day in
summer. Pearson correlation of total minutes bears observed per day with mean
number of salmon species per day in summer.

Pink Salmon in the Context of Historic Pink Salmon Runs at Eva Creek: 1-sample t-
test to compare the number of pink salmon counted by ADF&G in 2002 (22,500) with
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historic ADF&G pink salmon counts for Eva Creek (Alaska Department of Fish and
Game 2002).

GIS Analysis

A Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map was generated to illustrate spatial distribution
of brown bears and visitors in the study area. Graduated symbols were used to illustrate the
length of time each group was observed at a particular location. Data entry forms for the
handheld PC were created using ESRI® ArcView™3.3, and used in ESRI® ArcPad™6.0.
GIS data were analyzed with ESRI® ArcMap™S8.2.

Data from 6-25 June were combined with other data primarily for describing the total
numbers of individual bears and people observed throughout the season. Otherwise, data from
the summer were the main observational study dataset used in analysis, because the dataset
represented systematic observations made from the tree platform and excluded all
opportunistic spring observations. In cases where it was necessary to isolate observations
during the presence of pink salmon, a subset of the data from 7 August — 9 September was
used for analysis.

Validity and Reliability of Measures
A team of 2 people performed all observation sessions. Simultaneous observations were

made, and uncertainties were discussed to reduce observer error. Digital video footage
recorded bear and human activities, and was used to clarify uncertainties.

RESULTS

Visitor Use of the Area

A.UselLeves

I observed 656 visitors during the study. When compared with actual number of
clients reported by a reputable tour company, the count of 656 visitors represented
approximately one-third (33.4%) of the estimated 1964 visitors to actually visit Lake
Eva Trail during 96 days in summer 2002. The observed mean number of visitors per
day was 8.3 (n=67), and the observed median was 2. The estimated mean number of
visitors per day for the entire summer was 20.5 (n=96).

There were 26 days when no visitors were observed, accounting for 33.3% of the
observation days (Table 1). On most days, less than 5 visitors were seen, if any at all.
A little more than 20% of the time, 5-10 visitors were observed in a day. Eleven
percent of the time, 11-20 visitors were observed. Total numbers of people between
21 and 40 visitors were rare, but numbers exceeding 41 visitors in a day were
observed 5 times (6.4%). Because only 33.4% of estimated activity was observed, the
reader should note that the numbers reported in Table 1 represent observed, not total
visitation.
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Table 1. Total number of individual visitors per day at Eva Creek
Baranof Island, Alaska, spring and summer 2002.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Per cent
no visitors 26 333 333
<5 visitors 18 23.1 56.4
5-10 visitors 17 21.8 78.2
11-20 visitors 9 11.5 89.7
21-30 visitors 2 2.6 92.3
31-40 visitors 1 1.3 93.6
>41 visitors 5 6.4 100.0
Total 78 100.0
B. Activities

1. Individual Visitors

I observed 178 non-guided and 478 guided visitors during spring and summer (Fig. 5).
Of those, 383 were guided hikers, 60 were non-guided hikers, 101 were guided
anglers and 112 were non-guided anglers. (See Appendix 4 for visitor profiles).

Of the total number of individual visitors, guided hikers were observed more
frequently than any other visitor type (58.4%). Individual non-guided hikers were
observed least frequently (9.1%). Non-guided anglers comprised 17.1% and guided

anglers comprised 15.4%

of visitors.
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Figure5. Percent of individual visitor type at Eva Creek
Baranof Island, Alaska, spring and summer 2002.
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2. Groups of Visitors

Consideration of visitors by the groups (one or more individuals) into which they were
aggregated revealed different visitation patterns (Fig. 6). One hundred and one groups
were observed during the summer. More non-guided angler groups were observed
than any other visitor group type (n = 33).

When analyzed by group rather than individual, the proportions of non-guided hikers,

guided hikers, guided anglers and non-guided anglers did not differ.
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Figure 6. Percent of visitor type by group at Eva Creek

Baranof Island, Alaska,

Among groups, non-guided anglers (median group size = 3) and guided hikers
(median group size = 33) were observed most frequently (Table 2). Fewer and
generally smaller groups of non-guided hikers (median group size = 2) and guided

spring and summer 2002.

anglers (median group size = 5) were observed.

Table 2. Number of groupsand median group size of visitors at Eva Creek
Baranof Island, Alaska, spring and summer 2002.

N
Visitor Type
Guided hikers 29
Non-guided hikers | 22
Guided anglers 17
Non-guided anglers | 33

Median Group Size

—
[98